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Subject: ND CEM emlaslons analysis 
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Kevln Golden 

oe/20/0108:33 AM LatlmerlPZIRBIUSEPARIS~EPA, Mmen 

To: Richard ~ong/P21RBIUSEPANS~EPA, Larry 
SvoboddP2/R8IUSEPAIUS@EPA, Douglas 

WnllamslPuR8hJSEPAIUS~EF~ Ron 
Ruthe~rdlENF:mB/USEP~S~EPA 

cc: 
SubJect Effect of contfols at MR Young Station on PSD Class 1 Increment 

I reran North Dakota's orlglnd PSD Increment modeling analy$is lo estimate the effect of emission 
Faductlons st Mllton R Young Station on the Class? areas In ND and MT where violations of the 5 0 2  
increment have been predicted, mi8 snalysl6 relled an North Dakota's assumption that MRY emltted 
"allowable bmibsidns" of 37,781 tans per y e s  in the 1977-1 978 basellna penod. The only emlssfon 
changes at MRY in subsequent years that would msurne PSD Increment are those exceeding thls level, 

woutd result in an a reduction In allowable rmtsslans of 53,000 tonslyear, A reduotian d 53, 
wduld provldde 45,214 tonlyear of Increment expanding issions, Thus, the resulrS In the 8 
reflect MRY SO2 increment expansion "credits" of 18,2 

only emlsdon fedUttlOn8 greater than 37791 tonslyear would expand, ar InCresSe, the 
vaflable PSD increment. An emission limit OF 9.10 IbslMMBTU 802,for both u n b  qt MRY 

i 

Because I used North Dakote modeling Bssumption concerning MRY emlsslon6, the results pra&ably 
underestimate the Increment banefits MRY controls would have. CEM deb for MRY shows that the 
?43eIllk at9.W ~ ~ i ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~  exceeded h e  stated alioweblt: emissions in recent years, while ofbar 
Snformation indicate &at 1977-1 078 baseline emissiane may have been owersstlma@d. EPA will bo 
reanalyldng the Class 1 Increment In North DaKata uslng updated Information on MRY and 0th 
sourcxis ister this year. If necessary, I can rerun a e  effect of MRY contra46 a% that time. 

?he attached table show that both the number of vidaficns and PSD lnmwnen! concentrations em 
reduQd 5 all 4 Class 1 areas. Because exlseJng wlolailane am not ms w e r e  at Medldne Lake WUdemerr 

wc &id F" Peck Reservatlon, the MRY reductions provide relatively large imprwements in these areas. The 
MRY redudions did not completely mitigate the violations fn these arear. However, 8ddltlonaf SO2 
emlselon redudlono (beyond the 15,214 tons modeled) from MRY or PthW nearby uource of 1700 
tondyear. would eliminate the PSD rlbletions at MLWA, while an eddtionaL8500.4or; wouldeliminate ~ .J+ 
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Table 1, Calpuff modeling analysis showing the effect of feasibIe SO2 reductions 
Young Station on 24-hour average PSD exceedences in 4 Class 1 areas. 

Milton R 

calth 5/24/99 Calpwlfmodc 
ND'S assumption that MRY s 

no increment con abasclina go-). 
2.Both Units a MRY assumed controlled to 0.1 Ibs/MMBTU S02. Increment is expanded 
(i.e.created) due to .emission ductions of 15214 toos/yc&below 1978 baseline Icvcls. . 
3. Additional c&si.o< Tcdumbps. of:.j%O. tonslyc&'bom MRY or othbr.ncmby SOUTCC wodd. 
eliminnre the PSD Class 1 violaticm at MLWA. 
4,Additional edafon reductions of 8500 tons from MRY or other nearby ~our- wo4d 
eliminate the PSD Class 1 violations at FPR 
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From the Ei 
http://tontc 

Date is for 4 

ATTACHMENT 2 

jy Information Agency's Annual Energy Review Data 
3. doe. govlaerlindex2000. h tm 
ltiguous U.S. 

Summer Peek Load Annual Electricity Consumption 
(millions of kW) 

1986 476,983.00 
1987 496,173.00 
1988 529,460.00 
I989 523,032.00 
1990 546,Q00.00 
4991 552,176.00 
1992 !549,211- 00 
1993 581,2M.00 
1994 335,844.00 
1995 620,871.00 
1996 616,790.00 
1997 637,677.00 
1998 660,293.00 

bi I I ion kW-h 
2,407.31 
2,572.13 
2,704.25 
2,784.30 
2,808.15 
2,825.02 
2,797.22 
2,882.52 
2,910.71 
2,994.53 
3,077.44 
3,122.52 
3,212.17 
3,173.67 

~ . I , 3,Q09.51 

-. ' *  

3 of Growth in Peak Summer Load 1986 to 2000 4 4 %  

3 of Growth in Annual Electricity Consumption 1986 to 2000 21 % 


